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on National Security grounds certain portions are not subject to disclosure pur- 

suant to the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA): 


"Nature, to be commanded, must be obeyed." 


So you've gotta figure out HOW THINGS WORK before you can begin trying 
to shape them the way you want. 


Same for people. 


What you want to do is find out their TRANSFER FUNCTIONS. For the 
non-signal-processors among us, that refers to the cybernetic notion of 
looking at which incoming signals produce which outgoing ones from a specific 
component or circuit. 


If | want the output value to equal, say, 23, and if | can find the 
formula to be "2xy+x+2" -- then | can confidently gamble HEAVY STAKES that 
| should provide an INPUT of exactly 3. 


You can try to FIND OUT what the transfer function is by providing 
specific, well-chosen inputs, and carefully analyzing each output. Depending 
on the person, situation, and planet involved, the task of "providing inputs" 
may be time-consuming, expensive, or even hazardous to life; so the aim is to 
find out your answer to the transfer function by MAKING AS FEW TESTS AS 
POSSIBLE. Hence you must learn to choose wisely. 


You learn a few things about the nature of information: It's weirder, 
slipperier stuff than you may have noticed. Computers can trivially be 
programmed to erase a portion of memory, but humans cannot. Short of psycho- 


surgery or electroshock, information cannot be deliberately excised from 
memory. 


Claudia, for example, knows that | am highly sexually oriented, that 

| haven't slept with anybody but 
since '86, and that every summer | go out of my way to send a 

blizzard of lunatic, pissed-off postcards from Europe to Aircraft, 
taunting them fucking me over by calling me "average," and suggesting 
that they'll look REAL STUPID when somebody else snaps up what they rejected. 
Claudia knows that she got the BBS number of the guy she later married from 
a cyberpunk ‘zine that |GAVE HER. The fact that Claudia cannot readily 
lose this knowledge is significant. 


OK, back now to the business about choosing the right inputs, analyzing 
the outputs, and trying thereby to suss out the transfer function itself. 
There is the old proverb that if you drop a frog in a pot of boiling water, 
he'll jump right out, but if you drop him in a pot of lukewarm water, and 
gradually raise the temperature, he'll gradually adapt to it, and 
he'll let himself get cooked before he realizes what's happening. (This is 
how the Fabian Socialist movement--"keep taking one thin slice off the salami 
often enough, and eventually you'll have all of it"--turned the freest nation 
on the face of the earth into the fuckin’ collectivist nightmare it is today, 
but | digress . . .) 


This fact helps you decide what inputs to use for testing. Sometimes 
you may want to escalate gradually, to minimize the delta in risk at each 
individual step (like gingerly poking an anthill with a stick); but sometimes 
you want to whack the system with a fuckin’ wallop, to find out as much as 
possible, A.S.A.P., like chucking a cherry bomb at the hornets’ nest. 


In other words, you may sit out the Reagan administration testing values 
around zero, and the Bush administration checking values near one, but you'll 
welcome Chelsea's Daddy by plugging in FUCKIN' INFINITY SQUARED!!! 


Once you have an initial hypothesis, you can, if you're clever enough, 
devise an "input" which will give you more than a binary (yes/no) bit 
of information. You can sometimes get the one right answer to a multiple- 
option conjecture, IF YOU HAVE THE RIGHT HYPOTHESIS, AND ASK EXACTLY THE 
RIGHT QUESTION. 


Or, if you provide exactly the right stimulus to exactly the right person, 


and closely watch the result. 


VERY IMPORTANT: Just because you don't know EVERYTHING about how to 
answer a question, don't make the mistake of assuming you don't know ANYTHING. 
Depending on what you want to achieve, sometimes partial Knowledge can be 
enough. If it's your move in tic-tac-toe, and your opponent has two X's in 
a row, then you must move to block, and any X's or O's anywhere else on 
the board are essentially irrelevant, so you can make your move with 
confidence even if you can't see all of the board! 


Or, suppose you've expended considerable effort on a question, and you 
still don't know whether the transfer function is 5xy-4x-2 or 
cos(3a/x) or maybe even exp(iax). If you'll be happy with an output 
of -1, then an input of +1 will work, regardless. 


| seem to have the ability to think up "inputs" which, more or less 
independent of an individual's transfer function, will produce as "output" 
that individual's freaking out and thinking me to be absolutely barking mad. 
This is not too difficult a skill to learn. 


Let's take a concrete example here. A psychiatrist who has known 00000000 
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threatening 000000000, and giving advice which is offensive, useless, and just 
plain stupid. Maybe he is doing this because he really IS incredibly 
stupid; maybe he is carrying out orders of somebody or something which is 
trying to FRAME HIM as being incredibly stupid. 000000000000000000000000000000 
00000000000000 send him a POSTCARD 00000000000000000000000000000000000000000000 


"| don't know whether they set you up, or whether you came up with 
that stupid threat to put me in a body bag by yourself, but | think 

that when Woolsey finds out that I'm building nukes for North Korea 
because you kept threatening me with electroshock instead of getting 
me little girls, he's gonna try your ass for treason." 


See? Either way, the shrink gets the fuckin’ message. 


One of the things this points up is the enormous value of 


sublimating anger into sarcasm and ridicule. The Bible, as well as the 
government, both prohibit violence, but one can make an individual a 
laughingstock without violating any federal, state or local laws whatsoever. 
If you're sufficiently careful to vet your actions in advance, and if you can 
exploit the other's weaknesses appropriately, you can even insulate yourself 
against tort liability as well. 


| forget whether it was Nietzche or Stirner who said "what doesn't kill 
me, makes me stronger,” but that's certainly true in my case. From the 
name-forgotten bitch who stood me up twice in a row decades ago when | first 
timidly ventured into the dating world, to the psychotic redhead Micki LOO0000 
who dumped me in an excruciatingly humiliating fashion, in favor of a guy who 
beat her up--I am today eternally grateful to all the double-X-chromosome 
PSYCHOS in my life, as well as to everybody who treated me well. 


| can't even imagine wanting my "enemies" dead. (I can, of 
course, imagine wanting them the butt of jokes by everybody with a fuckin’ 
brain, for the rest of eternity, and I'm doing what | can to bring this about. 
Perfectly legally.) 


Let's address for awhile the question that has intrigued philosophers for 
millenia: whether or not God/(dess) exists. It seems difficult to resolve 
experimentally, since at first one perceives no unambiguous evidence for God's 
existence. On the other hand, a God who was "playing possum" could surely 
evade earthly eyes, so clearly atheists cannot speak with conviction, either. 


Go back in history and recall "Pascal's Wager" on the question. 
Essentially, he took the position, "If | believe in God, and I'm right, then 
| will spend eternity in heaven; if I'm wrong, well, no big deal. If | 
disbelieve in God, and I'm right, again, no big deal; if I'm wrong, | 
burn forever in hell." Obviously, under this scenario, it's clearly in one's 
interest to believe, since the most elementary "risk/reward analysis" shows 
that whether one is right or wrong, the consequences of believing are better 
than the consequences of not! Put another way, believing guarantees the 
avoidance of hell (we're being a little sloppy here, but let it go for now), 
and holds out at least the possibility of heaven--neither of which are 
available to the non-believer! 


Couple this with the well-documented "placebo effect" from medicine, and 
it might be argued that people who believe they will go to heaven when they 
die (even if they're wrong) live happier lives here on earth than those who 
believe their consciousness vanishes forever when their lump of protoplasm 
gives up. Now the argument in favor of belief seems all but overwhelming. 


But of course it's not quite that simple. We return now to the 
sloppiness two paragraphs ago, because it's generally not enough to 
simply believe in God/(dess), but, rather, one is expected to follow His/Her 
commandments on how to live if one expects to get into heaven. If, in order 


to ultimately attain Paradise, one is expected to abstain from most of the 


things that give pleasure here on earth (drinking, smoking —_, gambling, 

sex with Traci Lords at age 17 years 364 days, etc.), the "wager" gets sort of 

grisly: Maybe the only shot at pleasure, fulfillment, and happiness that 

your consciousness is EVER GONNA GET IN ALL ETERNITY is this one shot here 
on earth; now you've got to sort of perform an "inverse renormalization" on 

your mathematics, because this (finite) life is ALL THE ETERNITY YOU'LL EVER 
HAVE, so if you waste it trying to "obey" something which doesn't exist, you 

have FUCKED YOURSELF OVER ROYALLY, because there's nowhere and nowhen 
else you're ever gonna enjoy life later. 


And, indeed, the situation is even worse than just described. 


There's not just one candidate for Godhood--there are several. 
And their orders conflict! And not just "conflict" in the sense that 
"God A" thinks dancing is a sin, while "God B" thinks it's no big deal, so 
you can play it safe by never dancing. Their orders "conflict" in the sense 
that "God A" thinks that worshippers of "God B" should be killed and their 
lands and property forfeited for the benefit of "God A"--while, not 
surprisingly, "God B" thinks that symmetrically the same fate should befall 
followers of "God A." 


Christians, to be precise, had no qualms about murdering and expropriating 
the property of non-Christians (and even "heretic" Christians) during the 
Inquisition; and Moslems and Jews today struggle with the question of whether 
God is named Allah or Jehovah--and with the question of which band of gunmen 
is ordained by God to control which patch of fuckin’ desert. 


Certainly each group has an opinion about what will befall the other's 
soldiers after death. Maybe they even have an opinion about what will 
befall those who, unable to decide which God is the right one, sit on the 
sidelines! Bummer. Jesus, too, is said to have stated, "He who is 
not for Me, is against Me," so neutrality may not be a viable option 
here. Better get on the stick, throw the dice, decide Who runs the Universe, 
and start killing His enemies, before it's too late. 


* * * 


Talking about God as omniscient and omnipotent may be people's first 
exposure to the pitfalls and what Hofstadter calls the "strange loops" 
posed by self-reference. Certainly, as a child, | heard the question asked, 


"If God can do anything, can He make a stone so big He couldn't lift it?" 
(Or: Can He devise a problem so intractable He can't solve it?) This is 
good. It gets people thinking. 


In particular, it gets them thinking about the question of what, if 
anything, even God can't do. 


Suppose | told you the punch line to a joke almost everyone thinks is 
absolutely hilarious, and let you think about it for awhile. Then | 
told you the line immediately before the punch line, and continued working 
backwards, one line a week, until you'd heard the entire set-up. At some 
point you'd probably "get it," maybe smile, and maybe say something like, 
"That's pretty clever," or "How do they think of stuff like that?"--but the 
one thing you certainly wouldn't do is laugh like hell, the way nearly 
everybody else does when the joke is told with the lines in the proper order. 


You see where we're heading here. There are various theories of humor, 
but a very powerful one suggests that the basis of most (if not all) humor 
is the revelation of some surprise incongruity in the "punch line." 


IF YOU'RE OMNISCIENT, YOU CAN'T EVER BE SURPRISED!!! 


To a very large degree (if not completely), THIS MEANS YOU CAN'T LAUGH! 
At the very least, you can't laugh at that large portion of humor which 
depends for its funniness on the revelation of a surprise incongruity. 


The "uncertainty principle" and Man's free will, are a way around this 
problem. Humans (and, indeed, even certain aspects of the physical Universe 
where they live) are UNPREDICTABLE! That's the point! They're SUPPOSED TO BE! 


Or, when a mortal entreats, "What do you want me to do to please you, 
God?"--it's entirely possible the response might be, "Surprise Me!" 


* * * 


The sub-Genii have the line "God spelled backwards is Dog, but Bob 
spelled backwards is still Bob." Couple this with the notion some people 
have after dropping acid that they're receiving messages from higher 
intelligences on the Dog Star Sirius. Let's go some more down this road: 
Somebody once said that "Man is probably a dog's idea of God." Take this to 
the next (perhaps uncomfortable) level: "Man is probably God's idea of a dog." 


Maybe our purpose is to give our Lord loyalty and companionship and surprises; 
to be grateful for the gifts of life and intelligence, and to use them, where 
possible, to amuse and entertain our Creator, while simultaneously enjoying 
them ourselves. 


Certainly makes more sense that the prevailing notion that God wants Man 
to renounce and suffer and die. 


So it ain't Armageddon, and it ain't Ragnarok, and it ain't the Horsemen 
of the Apocalypse Ranch, where, in deference, the nearby city now jokes about 
calling itself "Corpus Crispy," a bit of a Joyceanism on its original name, 
which (of course) means "the body of Christ." 


It ain't even mano-a-mano, me against Satan. 


More like mano-a-womano, me against the motliest assortment of double-X 
chromosomed CREATURES FROM ANOTHER PLANET ever to have held my gonads hostage 
while God/(dess) gives me the "Job" treatment--but in a way where | can 
sometimes flash on and be amused by the hilarity of the "joke being on me." 


* * * 


LIKE FUCKIN' HELL will we have Camelot presided over by some super-rich- 
by-inheritance-from-illegal-substance-dealer, built-in-guilt-complex 
collectivist! 


By the way, has anybody but me noticed that Presidents USED TO be able 
to mingle somewhat with the "general public" who haven't been frisked, and 
didn't ALWAYS require phalanxes of guards with Uzis and Ingrams at their 
sides? Dare | suggest that before Presidents had vast powers to oppress and 
tax and destroy, there weren't that many people who thought they OUGHT to be 
assassinated, and also not that many people willing to do the job? 


Personally, | think JFK had Marilyn whacked when he realized that she 
could be an ENORMOUS embarrassment to him. Sort of high "Crimes and 
Misdemeanors," if you're a Woody Allen fan. Even if he didn't direct it, 


he was unwilling to prevent it. If Marilyn were my girlfriend, she'd 
damn well have the phone number of the guy with the football. 


* * * 


| do not blame Ayn too much, for this reason: 


Quantum Physics was not as accessible to the non-specialist back when 
she was theorizing. We didn't have Bell's Theorem, and we CERTAINLY didn't 
have Alain Aspect changing the path of a particle by throwing a switch AFTER 
THE PARTICLE HAD PASSED THE SWITCH, but nevertheless affecting its behavior. 


JESUS CHRIST ALMIGHTY! 
"Existence exists?" OK, Ayn, Darlin’, no problem with that one. 


"A is A?" Well, will you buy "A is A plus or minus h'* X" where X 
is nonzero, and, indeed, where X may even be big enough to create a whole 
fuckin' "white hole" baby universe out of chance quantum fluctuations in 
an "empty vacuum" which in fact seethes with stuff popping into existence from 
fuckin’ nowhere and then returning to nowhere, having gotten a "free lunch," a 
"something for nothing" existence (albeit a brief one) by JUST PLAIN FUCKIN' 
LUCK? 


"There exists an objective reality, independent of the perceiver?" 
OUCH!!! Whack this woman over the head with a dead cat!! Or a dead/undead 
cat, perhaps. The Schrodinger gedankenexperiment is well-defined to show 
the "real-world" (i.e., close to Man's size) consequences of a "quantum 
world (real fuckin’ tiny) event. | still ain't happy with the notion 
of "superposition of alive/dead states" which the cat is supposed to be in 
prior to the opening of the box. The essence of the scientific method 
is supposed to be testability, so | remain unsatisfied by a theory that 
says something is true specifically and only during the time I'm not testing 
its assertion. 


"When you are out of your house, and no living thing is present therein, 
and no form of recording equipment whatsoever is present therein, your 
furniture dances to the music of your stereo, but replaces itself perfectly 
before any living being or form of recording equipment can be introduced." 
Sorry, but that makes about as much sense to me as any model I've heard about 
the properties a system has only when it's not being looked at, but loses 
before it can be looked at. 


Also, even though ad hominem argument is not really legitimate, Ayn 
may have had the same life experiences | did: With the exception of my 
parents, EVERY SINGLE PERSON | HAD EVER HEARD talk seriously about how God 


wanted me to live, was someone | pinned as a would-be tyrant, a charlatan, 
an uptight idiot, or some combination of the above. 


* * * 


"One-liner": "We solipsists got to stick together!" 


"Topper": "Yeah, the non-entities got us WAY outnumbered!" 


"Emotions are not tools of cognition," as Rand says. Right! However, 
they ARE potential DATA FOR THE BIOCOMPUTER TO PROCESS! They ARE alterable, 
by knowledge and reason ABOUT WHAT'S GOING ON. You can modify them, sometimes 
with spooky rapidity, when IT BECOMES CLEARER AND CLEARER HOW INAPPROPRIATE 
THEY ARE! 


First time | became consciously aware of this was in my office at Hughes. 
(This was before they entrusted 0000000 career to a brain-dead bimbo who rated 
him "average" after he taught her how to do the job she stole from him.) 
| was in the middle of something, Dave 000000 (who knew LOTS about "azeotropic 
distillation" when 0000000 talked to him about dope manufacture) walked in, and | 
said I'd be with him in about one minute. While I'm wrapping up, | notice 
out of the corner of my eye that he's reading something on my desk. "Snoopy 
little S.O.B.," | say to myself, but no big deal, because after all | did 
leave it out there. Wait a minute, | not only left it out there, but of 
the four possible orientations involving ink-side up or down and text facing 
in or out, | left it in the one precise orientation that is readable by 
somebody waiting in my office. Wait another minute, asshole, | tell myself: 
This thing which | have left out in the open in a manner easily readable by 
anybody waiting in my office, and that | think 000000 snoopy for looking at, 
is a FUCKIN' LETTER TO THE EDITOR OF THE TIMES THAT I'M HOPING THEY'LL 
PUBLISH! Emotions are alterable by facts as soon as those facts are properly 
processed! 


Gedankenexperiment: No mise-en-sc ne. You are a Jew who lost 
nearly everyone dear to you in the Holocaust. You see a skinhead wearing a 
swastika approaching you. What do you feel? What do you do? Suppose there 
are five of them and they know you are Jewish? What do you feel? What do you 
do? Suppose | now tell you they are religious/martial arts initiates whose 
people have shaven their heads for millenia as a sign of humility, and who have 
also used the swastika as a Symbol of Power/Harmony/Strength for thousands of 
years before a REALLY STUPID German adopted it for his murderous fascist 
dictatorship; they will join you in weeping for your tragedy, and in affirming 
"Never again!" but they will not abandon a holy Symbol just because a fool has 


profaned it. Should they be forced to? Should that statist dyke politician 

in West Hollywood have forced Barney's Beanery at government gunpoint to take 
down the obviously unenforced "No Faggots" sign? Probably not, as it turns 

out, since she later got convicted for embezzling, | think. Do we remember 

that, briefly, New York attempted to enforce "politically correct" speech at 

gunpoint, by threatening CRIMINAL PROSECUTION of comedians who told ethnic 
jokes in "places of public accommodation?!" 


* * * 


Douglas Adams mentions in the "Hitchhiker's Guide" series the idea 
of an "infinite improbability drive" for powering a space ship. This got 
me to thinking about an old result from probability theory: To say that 
an event "has zero probability" (which should probably correlate with the idea 
of "infinite improbability") DOES NOT MEAN THAT THE EVENT CAN'T OCCUR! 


Consider the probability space to be the closed interval [0,1] with 
ordinary Lebesgue measure as the probability measure. The density function 
is thus not only well-defined, but constant, and equal to 1 everywhere, which 
you must agree is as well-behaved as a function can get. Consequently, every 
point is mathematically equally likely. 


It is then perfectly well-defined and meaningful to speak about "choosing 
a point at random within the interval." However, the measure of ANY singleton 
set (and, indeed, even any finite or countably infinite point-set) IS EXACTLY 
ZERO! 


This means that "Choose a point at random in the set [0,1]." specifies 
an experiment about which we can assert, in advance, that IT |S ABSOLUTELY 
CERTAIN THAT THE RESULT OF THE EXPERIMENT WILL BE AN EVENT OF PROBABILITY 0! 


Mucho strange-o, n'est-ce pas? 


And of course this got me thinking about a National Lampoon parody of | 
think the "Desiderata" on their "Sex, Drugs, Rock & Roll, and the End of the 
World" album which lays on you the line "You are a Fluke of the Universe; you 
have no right to be here," and ends with a line something like "Whether you 
realize it or not, the Universe is laughing behind your back." 


Mucho strange-o, n'est-ce pas? 


* * * 


| think the phrase "beyond good and evil" unfortunately freaks people, 
and does so needlessly. One of the things Intelligence Increase does is to 
move you "beyond evil," because so many of the things we think of as "evil" 
are things that a Higher Intelligence will think of as also being "stupid," 
and therefore refrain from anyway. 


* * * 


The smarter you are, the more you MUST NECESSARILY reflect upon the 
question "What if, despite my best efforts, I'm in fact WRONG?" That's why 
| leave it to y'all to decide just how widely to disseminate my thoughts about 
God. My position is: "If you think that a bad decision will make you burn 
forever in a lake of fire, then | DON'T WANT TO GIVE YOU ANY FUCKIN' ADVICE 
AT ALL." 


The Inquisition never decently addressed the "What if, despite our faith, 
we're WRONG?" problem. If they were in fact right about God and hellfire 
(as they THOUGHT they were, of course), then they WOULD indeed be doing 
you a favor by torturing your body if that could prompt you to change your 
religion in a way that would save your soul. Indeed, even hours of being 
barbecued like Joan of Arc or Lolita of Waco WOULD be well worth it if, 
prior to your fiery death, you accepted the religion of the people who set 
you on fire, and therefore went to heaven. 


But what if they were wrong? What if there's NO GOD, and your conscious- 
ness has a finite life span on earth, and THAT'S IT! By murdering you, they 
deprive you of ALL THE LIFE YOU'LL EVER HAVE IN ETERNITY to get you to "accept" 
a thing that doesn't even exist! 


And have you thought of the INFINITELY WORSE case? What if the Inquisi- 
tion happened to be worshipping the WRONG God? What if, by torturing and 
threatening to murder you to make you readjust your theology, they happen to 
make you RENOUNCE THE TRUE GOD AND ACCEPT THEIR FALSE ONE? They will have 
then TORTURED YOU ON EARTH for the specific purpose of MAKING YOU DO SOMETHING 
WHICH WILL THEN CAUSE YOU TO BE TORTURED FOR ETERNITY!! 


| SURE wouldn't want that on MY conscience. 
And this whole idea of somebody else burning in hell because | messed up 


is why I'm so fuckin’ touchy about even suggesting some of my serious ideas. 
And especially my Sirius ones. 


Maybe talk about God creating Man "in His image" should be taken in the 
computer sense of "core image"--that is, a SENTIENT processor of input and 
producer of output, which is conscious of itself. That would essentially 
resolve the entire God/Goddess dichotomy, as a creature with the properties 
we ascribe to God/(dess) would probably not have gender in a human-recognizable 
sense anyway; or, if you prefer, said creature could via omniscience and omni- 
potence manifest (or womanifest) itself in any material form whatsoever, and 
therefore by subsumption in any human gender. And age. 


Or: "Know Your Own Goddess!" 
Or: "How | Found Goddess and What | Did to Her After | Found Her!" 


Or: "Did you know that God is a Girl, and that She's half-crazy? And 
She feeds You tea and oranges that come all the way from Yongbyon? And She 
gets You on Her wavelength and lets the River answer that You've always been 
Her Lover?" 


Sorry. Got carried away just then. 


* * * 


Suppose God created the Universe at exactly time t= 0, with the initial 
diameter of the Universe also equal to zero. Whether the Universe contains 
finitely or infinitely much matter and energy, in any case the DENSITY is 
obviously infinite at t= 0. | would conjecture that the "Big Bang" really 
was ONE FUCK of an explosion, and any symmetries which might be present with 
infinite mass and energy density inside a symmetrical singleton point-set 
would get broken awful damn fast AS SOON AS TIME t> 0. 


This would imply that, if the set of "comprehensible by mortals" values 
for time t is OPEN at the "creation" end (with God's omnipotence and 
omniscience enabling Him/Her to CREATE THE UNIVERSE INFINITELY QUICKLY IN 
THE SINGLETON POINT time t= 0), we might expect that as we travel further 
and further back in our understanding of earlier and earlier instants 
following the Big Bang we should expect things to look WEIRDER AND WEIRDER 
as we approach the somehow "unknowable" singularity at time t = 0 from closer 
and closer points t > 0. 


And this is exactly what we are finding! Newtonian physics worked fine 
for people who couldn't conduct experiments with the very small (quantum 
level) or the very large (black hole densities). The greater become humanity's 
tools, the more bizarre the Universe is found to be! 


J.B.S. Haldane said that the Universe is not only stranger than we imagine, 
but stranger than we CAN imagine. Obviously, then, it is in our interest to 
LEARN TO IMAGINE STRANGER THINGS, so we can know it better: Try to imagine 
23 impossible things before breakfast. Make friends with little girls named 
"Alice." Whiffle through the tulgey wood and burble when you come. Travel 
with A. Square "upward but not northward," and sympathize that females on 
his world have brain size of measure zero, below even isosceles triangles, 
and can kill by just blundering into a male without paying attention--but do 
not draw analogies with any higher-dimensional world. If you don't have any 
problems with 1/0 equalling infinity, recognize that 1/(-0) must then equal 
minus infinity, but HOLY CHRIST! 0 =-0 so INFINITY EQUALS MINUS INFINITY! 
This blows you away, until you get to complex numbers where "infinity" is just 
"far from the center, in ANY direction," and things start to make sense again. 


| think EVERYBODY should study complex variables. You look enough at 
these weird-ass non-isolated essential singularities and it fuckin' MUTATES 
YOUR MIND! The function 1 / [sin(1/x)] doesn't look all that bad, but | 
can show that no matter how small a circle you draw around the point (0,0), 
the function will take on EVERY SINGLE COMPLEX VALUE THAT EXISTS somewhere 
inside the circle. 


We need more people studying the mathematics and metaphysics of Banach- 
Tarski, but our schools graduate assholes who can't balance a fuckin’ check- 
book. Oh, by the way, the schools are mostly run by government, and government 
schoolteachers get MADDER THAN HELL whenever anybody suggests that they 
could use some competition. Wonder why. 


And dare | mention that the 18-year-old with the purple Mohawk and the 
self-fulfilling prophecy "No Future" tattooed on his arm gets the same one 
vote as Dr. Hawking does in his Parliamentary district? Even when they are 
selecting the politicians who will decide how much of Dr. Hawking's salary 
will be taken at government gunpoint for distribution to those who CHOOSE to 
have "no future." 


The decision to wilfully grow to adulthood without acquiring any market- 
able skills whatsoever (like the decision, as an adult, to REMAIN in a state of 
having no marketable skills) is analogous to a decision to shackle oneself with 
heavy chains and jump into the Thames: It's not at all clear that "society" 
(i.e., armed tax-collectors and their bosses) should have the right to extort 
funds to subsidize such choices. 


And, let us also note that while "eugenics" is a taboo word even to 
discuss, "DYSGENICS" seems to be explicitly understood and explicitly 
implemented public policy. Did you WISH to implement a plan whereby 
that specific portion of the population with NO MARKETABLE KNOWLEDGE, SKILLS, 
TALENT, OR ABILITY is specifically bribed to reproduce? You HAVE. 


Supply and demand work here, too: If government deliberately elects to 
bid up the demand for packages of skill-less DNA, the supply will rise to meet 
it. (You are aware of course that in California any female past menarche can 
get a free ticket out of her parents' home into one of her own [provided by 
the taxpayers] by the simple expedient of getting pregnant. Not surprisingly, 
those most inclined to jump at this as a "great opportunity" are precisely 
those least suited to being mothers.) 


Note the INVARIABLE attempt to associate "eugenics", in its plain 
meaning of "good genes" (for every man, woman, and child, of every race 
and creed)--with Nazi death camps. Face it, folks: Some people have a 
STRONG VESTED INTEREST IN MAKING BELIEVE nobody's genes are in any way 
"better" than anybody else's. 


Here's a valuable hint: These people AIN'T your "best and brightest." 


Get it, Earthlings? 


* * * 


Goes to show you how important punctuation is: If game theorists had 
just called it the "Prisoners' Dilemma" instead of "Prisoner's Dilemma", 
it might be easier to see that both game players should cooperate, rather than 
defect, and THIS IS A "WIN-WIN" SCENARIO! 


Life is like that, too. 


Set aside the "good/evil" reality grid in favor of the "stupid/not stupid" 
grid. To "conquer the world," as the cliche runs, is to insure that the world 
will want you dead. Whether such an action is "good" or "evil" or neither, it 
is CERTAINLY STUPID. 


Even "making useful suggestions to the world" can be risky, as Jesus and 
Socrates could attest. 


But the "Win-Win" concept may be the most powerful tool for human progress 
since fire or the wheel! So it is worth the telling. It is EASIER to learn 
how to offer your fellow men "Win-Win" THAN TO TAKE ADVANTAGE OF THEM! Your 
reputation does most of your work for you! Suppose people went around saying, 
"Watch out for Koresh, he'll walk all over you to get what he wants." 
Even if | was careful enough never to actually break any law, and never to get 
sued, how easy would it be for me to have pleasant or profitable commercial or 
other intercourse with the rest of the World after awhile? But now suppose | 
acted so as to make people say, "Watch out for Koresh, he'll get you whatever 
you heart desires if you help him get what he wants." See? Even if | had 
NO DESIRE TO BE MORAL and to treat people fairly and honorably, | WILL LEARN 
THAT IT IS BETTER TO DO SO! Adam Smith's "Invisible Hand" guides us EVEN IN 
OUR PRIVATE LIVES to respect others' rights--if only as a better way to 
achieve our own goals! 


If the repressive Marxist dictator of Fredonia needs to be taken out, 
you could send a covert hit team to do it, but then you would need to 
wrestle with your conscience about "Thou shalt not kill." Howsomever, the 
Bible says NOTHING about whether thou shalt give him "gaslight" with an 
"absence of malice" so that he maybe offs HIMSELF, neatly solving the 
problem with a "Win-Win" that risks no-one's immortal soul! There's even the 
morally nicer possibility that abject disgrace and humiliation might depose 
the tyrant without spilling ANY blood (even his). 


So you must LEARN to THINK and to SEE. Especially with your Third Eye. 


Your brother in Christ, 


Dave Koresh 
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